; Tchuvashov in Trudy Inst. Geol. Geokhim. Ural'sk. Nauchn. Centr. Akad. Nauk S.S.S.R. 99: 36. 1973; Berchenko, l.c. 1981 Berchenko, l.c. & l.c. 1987 Loeblich & Tappan, Foraminif. Gen. Classif.: 730. 1988; Roux in Riding, Calcar. Algae & Stromat.: 365. 1991; Feist & al. in Amer. J. Bot. 92: 1152 . 2005 ) in contrast to those other students of these fossil forms who continued sceptically to point to some resemblance with protistan Foraminifera and excluded them from Charophyta as "microproblematica" (Konoplina in Trudy Inst. Geol. Nauk Akad. Nauk Ukr. S.S.R., Ser. Stratigr. Paleontol. 26: 338. 1959; Ozonkowa in Roczn. Polsk. Towarz. Geol. 32: 110. 1962; Conil in Bull. Soc. Belge Géol. 75: 165. 1966; Peck, in J. Paleontol. 48: 409. 1974; Riding in Flügel, Foss. Algae: 206. 1977; Feist & Grambast-Fessard in Kaesler, Treat. Invertebr. Paleontol. 1B: 146. 2005 ). Nevertheless, the genus has remained among fossil taxa of uncertain or questionable affinity (microproblematica), because there were still some doubts on their exact relationships with charophytic algae due to their imperfect preservation and differences in wall structure from putative gyrogonites (Peck, l.c. 1966 ), validated with a description in Russian and treated as a family of fossil charophyceans. The "invalid" zoological subfamily name was changed later to the new "potentially valid" subfamily name Umbellininae A.R. Loebl. & Tappan (l.c. 1961: 284) , and this name was accepted by subsequent researchers (Ozonkowa, l.c.; Mamet, l.c.). When these fossils were treated as fossil charophycean algae, on the basis of the zoological replacement generic name Umbellina, a new botanical family "Umbellinaceae" was proposed by Bilan & Golonka (l.c.: 149) but without a validating description. Umbellinaceae was later validated by a description in English by Tappan (l.c.: 955) and this has remained in current use instead of the legitimate, but thought to be "invalid", family name Umbellaceae Pojarkov.
The lack of clear rules in botanical Codes prior to the Vienna Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 2006) for the treatment of suprageneric names generated in accord with the "Principle of Coordination" in zoological nomenclature (ICZN, Art. 36.1), led to researchers commonly using family names, either derived from Umbella or Umbellina, with the authorship of the first validly published nominal taxon of the zoological family-group as: "Umbellaceae Furssenko, 1959" (although Furssenko (l.c.) proposed only the zoological subfamily name, Umbellinae, not any family name) (Pojarkov, l.c. 1965 & l.c. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) made clear that only if a name generated in accord with the Principle of Coordination of the ICZN actually appeared in a publication was it validly published under the ICN. In the case of names based on Umbella or Umbellina this is in contradiction with the established custom by which authors commonly adopted the first former zoological nominal name of the family-group and kept its authorship and place of its first valid ("available") publication in accord with the principle of coordination applied to family-groups in zoological nomenclature. Such an approach, used over a long time by specialists in this group, allowed the nomenclature of problematic fossils to be mirrored under each Code with only changes in the endings for suprageneric names, but no change in authorship, or date and place of first valid publication (availability). Although it seems sensible and to be expected that the authorships and the places of validation of names of ambiregnal taxa should remain the same, despite being governed by different Codes this is not possible under Art. 45.1 (final sentence) of the ICN. Even to maintain the same basis for the family name, albeit with different authorship, it is necessary to conserve the botanical family name Umbellinaceae, based on Umbellina, superfluous and illegitimate in botany, but not in zoology, against the legitimate but "invalid" family name Umbellaceae Pojarkov, based 
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